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Abstract:  
The notion of pedagogy for anyone in the teaching profession is innocuous. The term itself, is 
steeped in history but the details of the practice can be elusive. What does it mean for an 
academic to be embracing pedagogy? The problem is not limited to academics; most teachers 
baulk at the introduction of a pedagogic agenda and resist attempts to have them reflect on their 
classroom teaching practice, where ever that classroom might be constituted. 
 
This paper explores the application of a pedagogic model (Education Queensland, 2001) which 
was developed in the context of primary and secondary teaching and was part of a schooling 
agenda to improve pedagogy. As a teacher educator I introduced the model to classroom 
teachers (Hill, 2002) using an Appreciative Inquiry (Cooperrider and Srivastva 1987) model and at 
the same time applied the model to my own pedagogy as an academic. Despite being instigated 
as a model for classroom teachers, I found through my own practitioner investigation that the 
model was useful for exploring my own pedagogy as a university academic (Hill, 2007, 2008).  
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Introduction and context: 
I work both as an academic employed by a university and as an education consultant, providing 
post certification in-service education for school teachers. In July 2002 I was commissioned by 
the Education Department in my home state in Australia to work with groups of early childhood, 
primary, middle school and high school teachers, helping them to raise their pedagogic 
awareness. The program had been introduced into Queensland schools on an assumption that 
many teachers lacked appropriate pedagogy, however, in my implementation of this professional 
development initiative, I adopted an approach that rested on an assumption that the teachers with 
whom I was working were likely to already be using the nominated pedagogies, but were 
unfamiliar with the range of descriptors for these pedagogies (Hill, 2002). The approach can be 
likened to an Appreciative Inquiry (Cooperrider and Srivastva, 1987) approach, and contrasts 
with the deficit model that seemed to underpin the initiating body.  
 
The Pedagogical Framework 
 
The particular pedagogy agenda arose out of the School Reform Longitudinal Survey (SRLS), 
undertaken by the Education Queensland in 1998. It replicated and used instruments from the 
University of Wisconsin’s Centre on the Organization of Restructuring of Schools (CORS) 
(Newmann & Wehlage, 1993; Newmann & Associates, 1996) which had focused on how changes 
in school organisational capacity enabled changes in authentic pedagogy leading to 
improvements in student outcomes. SRLS identified twenty productive pedagogies that it believed 
would improve the quality of curriculum, organizing these around a model of four groups of 
pedagogies: 
 
 Recognition of Difference- recognising and including multiple ways of knowing. 
 Connectedness – Linking learning to a wider world. 
 Intellectual Quality- Making the learner experience more intellectual demands. 
 Supportive Classroom Environment – Expecting students to be responsible for their 
own learning and expecting high standards. 
 
I represented this model in terms of a map  
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 Diagram 1: Productive Pedagogy Model adapted from the School Reform Longitudinal Survey 
(QSRLS) (Education Queensland, 2001)  
 
The specifically named pedagogies included: 
Recognition of difference Connectedness 
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Each of the nominated pedagogies were also defined in the context of the initiative document. For 
example: 
 
Explicit quality performance criteria are frequent, detailed and specific statements about what it is 
students are to do in order to achieve. This may involve overall statements regarding tasks or 
assignments, or about performance at different stages in a lesson. 
 
There may, on the other hand, be an absence of written or spoken reference to requirements, 
benchmarks, or levels of acceptable performance expected of students. In this situation the 
performance criteria are implicit. This may be a deliberate strategy for students to discover or 
construct their own outcomes, rather than indicating neglect to articulate the criteria. 
Queensland School Reform Longitudional Study (QSRLS) commissioned by Education 
Queensland     (2001)   
 
Background knowledge is valued when lessons provide explicit links with student’s prior 
experience. This may include community knowledge, local knowledge, personal experience, 
media and popular culture sources. 
 
A student’s background knowledge may be derived from personal experience of their community 
and local area, from their linguistic and cultural heritage, and/or from the media and popular 
culture. 
                                
Queensland School Reform Longitudinal Study (QSRLS) commissioned by Education 
Queensland     (2001)   
 
Substantive conversation is evident when there is considerable student-teacher and student –
student interaction about the ideas of a substantive topic; the interaction is reciprocal, and it 
promotes coherent shared understanding. 
A substantive conversation has 
 Intellectual substance. The talk is about the subject matter and the discussion 
encourages critical reasoning such as making distinctions, applying ideas, forming 
generalisations and raising questions. There is an emphasis on clear definitions of the 
terms being used. 
 Dialogue. There is an emphasis on sharing of ideas and interaction between participants.  
 Logical extension and Synthesis. The dialogue builds on the ideas of all the participants 
such that there is an improved collective understanding of the issue. 
 A sustained exchange. There is a series of linked exchanges and discussion rather than 
simple question and answer or question and comment.  
Queensland School Reform Longitudinal Study (QSRLS) commissioned by Education 
Queensland     (2001)                                 
 
 
Practice Based Research  
Soon after working with these teachers, in my academic capacity I began working with the 
research and research training area of a university and was responsible for assisting university 
academics to raise their awareness of research supervision as pedagogy. This type of agenda 
had quite a long provenance in the higher education literature (Connell, 1985; Parry and Hayden, 
1994; Manatunga, 2002; Pearson and Brew, 2002).  
 
Given that I was also supervising research students myself, I explored the application of specific 
pedagogies to my practices as a research supervisor. Firstly I examined the pedagogy of making 
explicit the quality performance criteria for a research thesis (Hill, 2007). This had been a 
personal agenda and had been prompted by a different project acting as an examiner for multiple 
cohorts of Master’s research students submitting action research projects. They had asked for 
assessment criteria, which I provided, and later as I moved into examination of doctoral theses, 
these criteria, with the addition of criteria related to the contributions to knowledge, proved a 
useful resource for being able to provide specific feedback to my research students, in a way that 
illuminated what an examiner might be looking for in a doctoral thesis. Then and still there are 
uncertainties about what constitutes a worthwhile or passable thesis. 
 
My agenda on providing explicit quality performance criteria was followed by an investigation into 
applying the notion of Background Knowledge to the context of research supervision (Hill, 2008). 
On this agenda I argued that students come to a research degree with a large amount of 
background knowledge and it was important to explore this with them, both from the point of view 
of affirming the knowledge that they already possessed and adjusting what might be inconsistent 
views about research. This was particularly the case with students undertaking practice based 
research where they often had an extensive knowledge of their professional practice and lacked 
only the academic knowledge about how to present what they knew in terms of university 
scholarship.  
 
 
I am currently exploring the application of Substantive Conversations to the nature of the 
meetings I have with my current research student. As a student embarking on a research degree 
candidature our early conversations were based on eliciting her background knowledge. As she 
became more engaged with her research topic, and passed an important milestone of providing a 
research proposal, our conversations changed to resemble those of peers discussing issues of 
scholarship. The early conversations were typified by her questions and my answers, as she 
came to grips with the notion of undertaking doctoral research. Later our conversations 
represented more a dialogue, often prompted by her own exploration of an issue that she was 
intellectually struggling with. Although at her point in her candidature she was not as aware of the 
overall thesis that she was developing, it was clear to me that these conversations could also be 
categorised or synthesised into the structure of an overall thesis. Sometimes our discussions 
were clearly around the issue of the literature which informed her practice and at other times the 
discussions were more related to her nominated methodology of using stories as her data. I 
expect with the imminent collection of data, a third type of conversation will emerge as we engage 
in discussion about what her data means and how this leads her to reach a range of conclusions.  
 
Application to the pedagogy agenda 
 
It may be argued that the academic practice of research supervision is a very limited one for most 
academics, thus begging the question as to whether this Productive Pedagogy framework, which 
in my opinion has clear and relevant application to research supervision, would have application 
to the broader academic pedagogic agenda. My own research, limited by the scope of my 
employment at my own university, itself limited to research training and research supervision 
training, has not explored that factor. However, given that prior to my current appointment I held 
lecturing positions throughout the extent of my academic career, my belief is that the model that I 
used to assist early childhood, primary, middle and high school teachers, also has application in a 
higher education setting. The most recent of these lecturing appointments, a fractional 
appointment as a lecturer in the QUT Graduate School of Management, ran concurrently with my 
work as a consultant in the Queensland Education system. In this lecturing position I 
implemented just the single pedagogy of making explicit the performance criteria for the particular 
subject I was teaching. The difference that this appeared to make for the students I was teaching 
was they seemed to engage more with the lecture material and they achieved higher at the 
various assessment tasks than the students in the cohort the previous semester, before I had 
made this explicit addition to my lecturing.   
 
 A model of professional development 
 
Although the extent of my work at the university has prevented introducing this Productive 
Pedagogy framework to other university lecturers, with the exception of introducing it as a 
resource for research supervision, my experience of introducing the pedagogic framework to 
classroom teachers can be applied. In this experience I used four reflective sets, each of which 
addressed one aspect of the Productive Pedagogy framework.  
A. Recognition of Difference 
B. Connectedness 
C. Intellectual Quality 
D. Supportive Classroom Environment. 
 
In each set, teachers met in groups of six for 90 minute sessions separated by a two-week break. 
In the first of these sessions, for any given aspect of the Productive Pedagogy framework the 
participants: 
 Were introduced to the specific aspect of the Productive Pedagogies framework 
(Recognition of Difference, Connectedness, Intellectual Quality or Supportive Classroom 
Environment). 
 Explored the set of pedagogies in that aspect of the framework, examining their own 
understanding of the terms used to describe the PP and how these compared with the 
definitions of the PP given in the framework. 
 Observed a video of an actor being a teacher in a classroom situation and critiqued the 
movie star/classroom teacher to develop the skills of using the framework as a critical 
framework. They identified what the actor/teacher was doing that could be labeled 
Productive Pedagogies and suggested ways in which, if they were taking the same 
class, they could improve on the teaching through the introduction of specific teaching 
strategies. This helped to develop a critical framework for looking at their own teaching 
or another teacher’s teaching, without having to spend time developing protocols for 
talking about a real teacher’s work. 
 
Over the two weeks between sessions, the participants observed their own classroom 
teaching from the perspective of the aspect of the Productive Pedagogy framework they had 
studied. They noted teaching strategies that in their opinion were in line with the specific PP 
that had been studied, as well as problems they had encountered in endeavouring to 
implement this collection of Productive Pedagogies into their teaching. 
 
In the second session of a reflective set the participants: 
 Discussed their experiences of implementing Productive Pedagogy into their teaching.  
 Generated lists of teaching strategies that they have found helpful in implementing the 
Productive Pedagogies. 
 Used the set of Productive Pedagogies that they had studied over the past two weeks to 
critique my draft program for the subsequent set of productive pedagogies. This 
established a hierarchy of critical reflection. They had firstly critiqued an actor, then they 
had critiqued my work (the work of another teacher) and finally (I was hopeful) they 
would be willing to critique their own teaching.  
 
It is important to note that this framework was not introduced as a total description of pedagogy, 
and several teachers in the process of critiquing my work, critiqued the framework and suggested 
that there were other pedagogies, such as time management and safety focus, that they felt were 
also productive. This recognition of additional pedagogies I saw as an important element in the 
growth of their ability to reflect on their classroom practice from the perspective of a pedagogic 
framework.  
An interesting outcome, though not directly linked to the productive pedagogies, was that having 
chosen mainstream videos, which had not been prepared with productive pedagogies in mind, 
each of them provided suitable video clips of class room teaching with a range of examples of 
productive pedagogies. This is perhaps more due to the fact that the scenes being shown were 
intended to demonstrate good teaching, and thus automatically demonstrated many of the 
productive pedagogies.  
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